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Profiling Police Investigative Thinking:  
A Study of Police Officers in Norway and Singapore 
 
Abstract 
 
In this paper we argue that more research attention needs to be devoted to profiling how 
investigators think when attempting to solve crimes and dismantle terrorist networks. Since 
9/11 there is much activity focused on profiling criminals and terrorists but little on the other 
side of the investigtive equation the detectives/investigators thenmselves. The focus, 
therefore, of this paper is to begin to address this gap in police-law enforcement-security 
knowlege by reporting the results of an exploratory factor analysis (n = 157) with a random 
sample of Norwegian and Singaporean police officers. Results indicated that a 3-factor 
solution of investigative thinking provided a strong fit for the data. The three underlying 
dimensions found are labelled in the paper as challenging proactivity (factor 1), procedural 
methodology (factor 2), and procedural professionalism (factor 3). Implications and 
suggestions for future research are discussed in the light of the findings for these three 
factors. The importance of this paper lies in its contribution to the burgeoning area of 
knowledge management as it relates to policing and law enforcement.    
 
Keywords: Profiling; Police Investigations; Investigative Psychology; Investigative Thinking 
Styles, Police Knowledge Management.  
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Profiling Police Investigative Thinking: 
A Study of Police Officers in Norway and Singapore 
 
Introduction 
The world shattering impact of 9/11 has seen the rapid development in Knowledge 
Management Technologies in an attempt to profile the perpertrators of both criminal and 
terrorist acts (Crenshaw, 2003; Pavlova, 2003).  Laudable as this approach is there is another 
side to investigation which has not received the same level of attention in the research 
literature.  That is the profiling of investigators in terms of how they think when attempting to 
solve serious and complex crimes and terrorist activities. Bridging this gap in police-law 
enforcement-security knowlege is the purpose of the study reported on in this paper.    
Knowledge management in police investigations tends to focus on procedures, guidelines, 
gathering facts and building evidence for a case (Luen and Al-Hawamdeh, 2001). Creativity 
and involvement, challenge and risk are seldom part of policing knowledge management. 
However, successful work by detectives is dependent on more than following the book 
(Smith and Flanagan, 2000). 
This knowledge management study is concerned with a recent important phenomenon called 
the cognitive psychology of police investigators. It is well established that police 
performance is dependent on police perceptions (Jackson and Wade, 2005; Kelley, 2005). 
Yet researchers know little about the perceptions held by detectives as knowledge workers on 
their job of investigative work.  
Thus, the focus of this paper is on profiling how police investigators (detectives) think when 
conducting a criminal investigation (Puonti, 2004). The nature of the subject matter falls 
within the realm of the cognitive sciences, especially in relation to two branches of 
psychology. That is, cognitive psychology with its focus on the mental processes and 
complex behaviors involved in problem solving and decision-making and the domain of 
investigative psychology as a more generic term that subsumes many of the more specific 
areas associated with police psychology and field of criminal or offender profiling (Smith and 
Flanagan, 2000). 
To study profiling of investigative thinking, we conducted an empirical assessment of 
preferred styles of investigative thinking among police officers in Norway and Singapore, 
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using a diagnostic instrument for self-assessment developed from previous empirical research 
(Dean, 2000).   
 
Police Investigations 
The general framework in which police investigations operate and the investigative culture 
out of which investigative thinking is formed, shaped and developed is foundational for 
understanding some of the historical and organisational factors involved in the police context 
before specifically embarking on profiling investigative thinking.   Hence, a brief overview of 
the background context in which investigative thinking arises is presented.     
Police investigations have what Maquire (2003:376) calls a ‘tripartite’ structure. By this is 
meant police investigations, especially in Britain are carried out by three distinctly different 
units – local CID offices, specialist squads (eg. drug squad), and ad hoc major inquiry teams 
(eg. specific a task force formed to tackle a particular crime like serial murder or a covert 
operation).  Other countries have a similar tripartite structure to their investigative units.    
The glue that binds all of these investigative units together is a specific form of the well 
research area of ‘police culture’.  Detectives no matter where they are placed in the 
organisational setting – a local CID , a specialist squad, or a major inquiry team  - all share 
the common bond of an ‘investigative culture’ (Wright, 2002, Maguire, 2003, Innes, 2003).        
The notion of ‘investigative culture’ has particular relevance to CID work.  In that setting 
investigative work has a somewhat tarnish history.  In Britain where not infrequently scandals 
of corruption and malpractice in the CID of the Metropolitan Police burst into the headlines 
of the daily media, Wright (2002:78) makes the point that even after extensive reform efforts 
since the 1960’s by various Commissioners to CID operations and the appoint of new officers 
to the CID, such officers “ … proved equally susceptible to corruption and other malpractice 
tells us something about the corrosive nature of detective work itself.”   Wright sees the core 
of the problem as not just a matter of simply too much organisational autonomy for detectives 
but rather the problem is fundamentally about ‘investigative culture’. 
A discussion of the significance and impact of this ‘investigative culture’ on investigative 
thinking styles is beyond the scope of this paper.  However, what is of importance here is 
how the ‘investigative culture’ acts as the medium through which tacit knowledge of 
investigative practice is passed onto new investigators by more seasoned officers who show 
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them by word and deed how to ‘learn the ropes’ (Dietz and Mink, 2005:12).  Tacit knowledge 
by definition resides in people’s heads and it is ‘only revealed through its application’ 
(Gottschalk, 2006: 89).  Hence the significance of this study in undertaking an empirical 
assessment of what goes on in an investigator’s head when given a crime to solve.  
 
Profiling Investigative Thinking  
This study is concerned with how police detectives experience, understand, and think about 
the process of doing serious and complex criminal investigations. In police investigations, the 
experience of investigation begins for detectives when they are given a crime to solve. When 
handed a case detectives apply the basics of the procedural method they were trained in.    
There are a variety of procedural steps within the criminal investigation training literature for 
various types of crimes but in essence all such steps follow a logical sequence that can be 
subsumed under a set of basic steps, referred to as the ’5 C’s’ of the police procedural method 
of investigation. The 5 C’s are the procedural steps of - collecting, checking, considering, 
connecting, and constructing – information into evidence. 
Conceptually, this ‘procedural method’ presents a problem for detectives in that since their 
formal investigative training only equips them with this one way of ‘thinking’ investigation, 
the question becomes how do they learn to think in any other way or do they when 
investigating? 
Previous empirical research (Dean, 2000) has identified that apart from the above mentioned 
‘method’ style of investigative thinking there are three other qualitatively different ways or 
styles of thinking that potentially can come into play when detectives investigate a crime. The 
three other styles or preferred ways of thinking about the investigative process that 
experienced detectives use with serious and complex crimes are the challenge style, the skill 
style, and the risk style of investigative thinking.  How each of these other three investigative 
thinking styles works in conjunction with the basic method style is briefly outlined.  
As detectives conduct a serious and/or complex investigation, they become driven by the 
intensity of the challenge, which motivates them to do the best job they can for the victim(s) 
by catching the criminal(s) and solving the crime through the application of the ‘basic 5C’s’ 
of the investigative method style of thinking they were trained in. This challenge style of 
thinking is all about what motivates detectives. At this level detectives think about the job, 
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the victim, the crime, and the criminal. These four elements (job-victim-crime-criminal) are 
the key sources of intensity that drive detectives to do the best they can do in a particular 
investigation (Home Office, 2005). 
In meeting this investigative challenge detectives require skill to relate and communicate 
effectively to a variety of people to obtain information so as to establish a workable 
investigative focus (Kiely and Peek, 2002). Such skill also requires detectives to be flexible 
in the how they approach people and the case, while maintaining an appropriate level of 
emotional involvement towards victims, witnesses, informants, and suspects. With this skill 
style of investigative thinking, detectives are concerned with how they relate to people. 
Detectives must think about how they are going to relate to the victim, witnesses, possible 
suspects, the local community, and the wider general public in order to get the information 
they need to make the case. 
When exercising their investigative skill detectives seek to maximize the possibilities of a 
good result by taking legally sanctioned and logically justifiable risks across wide latitude of 
influence. Such justifiable risk-taking requires detectives to be proactive in applying 
creativity to how they seek to discover new information and, if necessary, how they develop 
such information into evidence. This risk style revolves around how detectives think through 
being proactively creative enough to discover new information and if necessary develop it 
into evidence that will stand up to testing in a court of law (Archbold, 2005).  
Although experienced detectives and investigators intuitively use these four levels of thinking 
in an investigation, it is rare that any one detective will give equal weight to all four styles of 
investigative thinking in a particular case, because detectives like everyone else, have a 
preference for maybe one or two particular styles or ways of thinking.  
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Figure 1: Ways of thinking about the investigation process 
 
This phenomenon is about the cognitive psychology of police investigators. At its core, 
investigation is a mind game. When it comes to solving a crime a detective's ability to think 
as an investigator is everything. Four distinctively different ways of thinking are investigation 
as method, investigation as challenge, investigation as skill, and investigation as risk. All four 
ways of describing a criminal investigation can be seen as more or less partial understandings 
of the whole phenomenon of investigation. 
The four distinctively different ways of thinking (styles) about the investigation process by 
detectives is illustrated in Figure 1. As can be seen in Figure 1, there is a hierarchical 
structure to how investigators think. Not all cases will require the use of all four 
investigation-thinking styles to solve them. However, as time matches on in an investigative 
without a result then other styles of investigative thinking will need to come into play to 
Thinking Style 1 
Method 
Driven by procedural steps 
and conceptual processes 
for gathering information 
Thinking Style 2 
Challenge 
Driven by intensity of the 
job, the victim, the criminal 
and the crime
Thinking Style 3 
Skill 
Driven by personal qualities 
and abilities of relating to 
people at different levels 
Thinking Style 4 
Risk 
Driven by creativity in 
discovering and developing 
information into evidence
Complexity 
of the 
investigation 
Investigation over time
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increase the likelihood of a successful outcome. In essence, the more complex the crime the 
higher the investigative thinking style required solving it (Dean, 2000). 
 
Research Methodology 
This section outlines the development of the survey instrument used in this study and the 
sample characteristics of the Norwegian and Singaporean police officers.          
Survey Instrument  
The instrument uses Likert scaling as the measurement tool as each of the four investigative 
thinking styles are treated as one-dimensional in nature. Previous empirical research 
identified the four thinking styles as qualitatively distinct constructs that are arranged in a 
hierarchical order in terms of their cognitive complexity. 
The questionnaire is based on previous research, where Dean (2000) interviewed police 
officers. Participating detectives for his study were detectives in the Crime Operations 
Branch of the Queensland Police Service in Australia. The main aim of selecting participants 
was to obtain a broad and varied range of investigative experience represented in the group of 
detectives to be used in the study. The only essential criterion was that each participant had to 
have a minimum of five years experience since being sworn in as a detective. A total of 64 
detectives participated voluntarily in the study. Participants came for the following sections: 
major crime investigation squad, task forces (extortion, auto theft, armed robbery), corrective 
service investigation squad, property crime squad, state drug investigation squad, child abuse 
unit, sexual offenses investigation squad, child exploitation investigation squad, fraud and 
corporate crime investigation squad, fraud and corporate crime investigation squad, proceeds 
of crime task forces, covert/surveillance operations squad, homicide investigation squad, 
missing persons bureau, and official misconduct division of the criminal justice commission. 
The items in the survey instrument were derived from interviews through content analysis. 
Several pilot studies were conducted on small scale samples drawn from Australian police to 
determine the validity and reliability of the item descriptors for each of the four investigative 
thinking styles method, challenge, skill, and risk.  The pilot tests of the investigative thinking 
styles survey instrument was found to have very good content validation by respondents in 
that the item statements used to describe the attribute fitted well the particular investigative 
thinking style being measured. As for construct validity, this is always harder to determine in 
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any test or measuring instrument, particularly in the domain of cognitive psychology, where 
attitudes only exit as hypothetical constructs. However, what makes the validity of the four 
constructs to be measured with this survey instrument more acceptable is that all four 
constructs as described belong to the specific domain knowledge of policing (Luen and Al-
Hawamdeh, 2001). Hence, as such on face value a strong case can be made for an acceptable 
level of construct validity by police respondents as a group.  The notion of investigative 
method, challenge, skill and risk are well understood by police and require no other special 
knowledge to comprehend these constructs.       
The survey instrument used in this study contained 23 items in total.  The ‘method’ style has 
6 item descriptors associated with it that assessed the preferential strength of various 
elements which collectively constituted this particular way of thinking for an investigator.  
Similarly, the ‘challenge’ style had 6 associated item descriptors, while the ‘skill’ style had 5 
item descriptors and the ‘risk’ style contained 6 items. The item statements for each 
investigative thinking style variable are random distributed throughout the survey 
questionnaire instrument.   
Sample  
With respect to the current study data was collected from 157 police officers in Norway (110) 
and Singapore (47).  The survey instrument described above was used in the current research 
to collect this study’s data from several police investigation units in Norway and Singapore 
that are similar to the units listed in Australia.  
The Norway questionnaire was sent to 325 investigators by e-mail. With 110 responses 
returned this gave a response rate of 34%. Table 1 shows respondents’ characteristics. 
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Measure Items Frequencies Percent 
Years employed by Police Below 5 years 11 10.0 % 
5 – 10 years 32 29.1 % 
11 – 15 years 16 14.5 % 
16 – 20 years 17 15.5 % 
21 – 25 years 20 18.2 % 
26 – 30 years 6 5.5 % 
More than 31 years 8 7.3 % 
Years as investigator Below 5 years 25 22.7 % 
5 – 10 years 37 33.6 % 
11 – 15 years 24 21.8 % 
16 – 20 years 14 12.7 % 
21 – 25 years 5 4.5 % 
26 – 30 years 4 3.6 % 
More than 31 years 1 0.9 % 
Interviews per week None 33 30.0 % 
Less than 5 62 56.4 % 
5-10 14 12.7 % 
10-15 1 0.9% 
More than 15 0 0.0 % 
Experienced investigator Yes 73 66.4 % 
No 37 33.6 % 
Gender Male 88 80.0 % 
Female 22 20.0 % 
Investigator age Under 25 0 0.0 % 
26 – 30 years 8 7.3 % 
31 – 35 years 24 21.8 % 
36 – 40 years 29 26.4 % 
41 – 45  years  26 23.6 % 
46 – 50 years 12 10.9 % 
51 – 55 years 8 7.3 % 
More than 51 years 3 2.7 % 
 
Table 1:  Sample characteristics of respondents 
 
The Singapore questionnaire was administered to 47 respondents in total as part of an 
educational training course that police officers were attending.  The participants were 
matched for characteristics similar to the Norway respondents shown in Table 1.     
 
Research Results 
An initial exploratory factor analysis was done using the 23 scale items.  The principal 
component analysis with varimax rotation resulted in a 4-factor solution with eigenvalues 
over 1.0.  However, two factors were cross loaded and a cleaner solution was obtained by 
using a principal component analysis with 18 items. These items were subjected to an   
oblimin rotation that produced a clearer and more distinct 3-factor solution.   
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This three-factor solution and its scree plot and accompanying pattern matrix is presented 
below. The Cronbach alphas for the three factors was at an acceptable level of reliablility at 
.693. 
 
Figure 2: Scree Plot for 18 Item, 3-Factor Solution 
 
The three factors combined account for 60.4% in total of the variance found in the data.   And 
as can be seen on the scree plot factor 1 alone explains almost 45% (44.3%) of the variance in 
this particular police sample.   
Thus in comparison with the other two factors (factor 2 – 9.2% and factor 3 – 6.8%) this first 
factor is by far the most influential factor found in this sample. 
The next Table presents the pattern matrix that resulted from the factor analysis of 18 scale 
items on the survey instrument.  The matrix in Table 2 below reveals some interesting 
findings in the three factors extracted from the Norway-Singapore police data.   
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18 Items 
 
Component 
1 2 3 
Method1  .688  
Method2   .662 
Method3   .430 
Method5  .767  
Method8  .855  
Challenge1 .792   
Challenge3 .708   
Challenge5 .755   
Challenge6 .743   
Challenge7 .784   
Skill6   .691 
Skill7   .760 
Risk1 .763   
Risk2 .841   
Risk3 .673   
Risk4 .572   
Risk6 .615   
Risk8 .834   
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. 
Rotation Method: Oblimin with Kaiser Normalization. 
 
Table 2: Pattern Matrix for 18 Item, 3-Factor Solution 
 
As Table 2 shows factor 1 represents a relatively equal weighing of ‘challenge’ and ‘risk’ 
style elements of how detectives/investigators prefer to think investigatively.   Descriptively 
this combination of challenging motivational elements to do with the job {item: challenge 1} 
in general and the crime {items: challenge 5 & 6} in particular in catching the criminal {item: 
challenge 7} responsible for devastating a victim(s) {item: challenge 3} with  proactive risk-
taking motivational elements of developing intuitions {item: risk 8}, generate ideas {item: 
risk 1}, being curious {item: risk 6} and mentally stimulated {item: risk 2} to solve the crime 
as well as remaining confident {item: risk 4} and determined {item: risk 3} to bring the 
criminal to justice, represents the main explanatory factor for just under half of the sample.  
This is an interesting pairing of the motivational elements of the ‘challenge’ style with almost 
all of the elements involved in the ‘risk’ style of investigative thinking.  The very nature of 
this ‘risk’ thinking style is proactivity in seeking out information and developing it into 
evidence.  Hence, it would appear that the challenges faced by police in dealing with crime 
provide the driving impetus for them to engage in proactive investigative behaviours along 
the lines noted.      
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Factor 2 on the other hand is entirely made up of ‘method’ style thinking elements.  There 
were three key elements associated with this second factor which clearly illustrate the 
investigative logic of this procedural method of police work.  In this factor investigators 
favour having a plan or checklist of steps for an investigation {item: method 1} which 
involves collection background information to build up the case in a systematic step-by-step 
manner {item: method 8} while making sure to test the accuracy of what they find              
{item: method 5} in order to establish the facts of the case.  
Factor 3 is an equal combination of some investigative thinking style ‘method’ and ‘skill’ 
elements.  With regard to the method elements this factor loaded on two items which measure 
the same procedural dimension of the method style of thinking. In that the thinking 
preferences shown by investigators in this sample emphasis having a clearly defined goal and 
set of protocols to follow {item: method 2}, especially if a case becomes difficult when 
falling back on the basics of a procedural approach to the case {item: method 3} is favoured.  
In relation to the two skill elements also associated with the third factor again both items 
measure the same dimension, which in terms of skill style thinking is to maintain a 
professional emotional distance {items: skill 6 & 7} to the case.  
 
Discussion 
The findings of the factor analysis confirm the existence of all four styles of investigative 
thinking that were identified in the original research by Dean (2000) in this police sample.  
The four styles are exhibited in various combinations in the 3-factor solution found in this 
study of Norwegian and Singaporean police officers.   
For the sake of discussion each of these three factors which represent underlying dimensions 
involved in the complex phenomena of criminal investigation will be labeled and described 
as follows:  
Factor 1- dimension of ‘challenging proactivity’ (combination of challenge & risk styles) 
Factor 2- dimension of ‘procedural methodology’ (exclusively method style)  
Factor 3- dimension of ‘procedural professionalism’ (combination of method & skill styles) 
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With regard to the ‘challenging proactivity’ dimension (factor 1) which essentially involves 
motivation and action it makes intuitive sense.  In that investigators are driven by a personal 
interest in solving crimes and catching criminals in order to achieve a strong sense of 
satisfaction for themselves and for victims.  Hence, it is little wonder that in being so ‘driven’ 
investigators are mentally prone to taking ‘risks’.   
Almost by definition, risk takers need to be independently-minded (have own intuitions 
{item: risk 8}); strong-willed (determined {item: risk 3} and confident {item: risk 4}); people 
of action (who are curious {item: risk 6} and mentally stimulated {item: risk 2} by generate 
ideas and coming up with new ways to investigate and get information {item: risk 1} 
Of course, the extent of such ‘risk-taking’ will vary from one individual investigator to 
another.  But what is surprising is the degree to which Factor 1 illustrates the prevalence of 
this preference in the pairing of challenging motivation with risk-taking action in the thought 
processes of investigators in this sample.        
The ‘procedural methodology’ dimension (factor 2) we would argue reflects the 
embeddedness of prior police training and the ever present reality of knowing that the case an 
investigator is currently dealing with is most likely going to end up in a Court of Law where 
it will be subjected to the rigours of cross-examination.  Thus, there is a strong need for 
police to ensure they do not depart too far from standard operating procedure (SOP).             
The ‘procedural professionalism’ dimension (factor 3) as the label implies still has a reliance 
of the procedural nature of police work for similar reasons as noted with respect to factor 2 
but also has the added dimension of a particular expression of professionalism in terms of 
maintaining a balance of objectivity and involvement with persons involved in the 
investigation. The emotional cost of being involved with victims, witnesses, and suspects in a 
serious and complex investigation can be very high in personal terms for investigators.  
Therefore, there is a great need for investigators to keep an appropriate professional distance 
to ensure they do not become emotionally over-involved in a case not only to maintain an 
objective stance as far as possible but also for emotional self protection and preservation.             
Interestingly, when all three factors are looked at and compared on the scree plot (figure 2) 
and as noted previously the ‘challenging proactivity’ dimension (factor 1) is by far the 
strongest measure obtained in this sample.  This finding is consistent with previous pilot 
studies that found respondents tended to rate and therefore perceived themselves as 
performing higher on various elements of the risk style of investigative thinking than other 
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items associated with particular styles.  What this means can only be speculated on but it does 
indicate that police are consistently scoring high on these scale items. It remains for future 
research to determine whether this is a general over-rating by police themselves in terms of 
these own self perceptions of their investigative performance or is in fact a realistic and 
accurate self-assessment of their investigative abilities.   This is of course one of the main 
difficulties with using self-assessment instruments is the gap between what we ‘perceive’ and 
what we actually ‘do’.  Hence, any interpretation of such findings must be treated with 
caution and where possible viewed in the light of other less subjective measures of 
performance.             
A further finding of significance to emerge from this study is that factor 1 is devoid of any 
‘method’ element and is made up entirely of ‘challenge’ and ‘risk’ style elements whereas 
factors 2 and 3 load strongly on different elements of the ‘method’ style of investigative 
thinking and in factor 3’s case some ‘skill’ elements as well.  Hence the ‘investigative 
method’ appears to be central to these factors 2 & 3 but not to the most important first factor 
that explains a little less than half the variance in the sample.  Why this is so can only be 
speculated on at this point in time.  Further research is required to explore this finding in 
greater detail.   
However, some tentative suggestions could be that the strength of meeting the investigative 
challenge presented by the crime and the criminal and wanting justice for the victim puts 
mental pressure on police officers to get a result by taking investigative risks which in turn 
takes precedence in slavishly following the standard police procedural steps involved in an 
investigation.  Or it could simply be that since all police are trained in the basics of SOP’s 
(standard operating procedures) that such SOP’s have become so engrained in their thinking 
that they no longer register in their conscious thoughts and hence are just carried out 
automatically as part and parcel of the investigative job without thinking about them.   
Hence, what tends to surface in the tacit knowledge of police officers when required to reflect 
on and fill out a scale item survey of the type used in this study is a more considered 
appreciation of the challenges and risks involved in the investigation process.  Such questions 
provide fertile ground for future research.    
    
 
 16
Conclusion 
This paper documents empirically through a principal component factor analysis the four 
qualitatively different investigative thinking styles found in previous research (Dean, 2000) 
through the use of a specifically designed survey instrument administered to a random sample 
Norwegian and Singaporean police officers matched along similar characteristics.      
The four investigative thinking styles are exhibited in various combinations in the 3-factor 
solution found in this study of Norwegian and Singaporean police officers. The 
dimensionality of the three factors found are referred to as challenging proactivity (factor 1), 
procedural methodology (factor 2), and procedural professionalism (factor 3).  
The underlying dimension of challenging proactivity found in this study was the most 
influential factor as it explains almost half of the variance in this particular police sample.  
We argued that the combination of motivation and action in this dimension makes good 
institutive sense from a policing perspective but the extent of risk-taking involved is an issue 
of concern from a management perspective.  Furthermore, the gap between perception based 
survey instruments and actual performance on the job requires interpretations of data to be 
treated with caution.   
Moreover, a methodological note that arose from this study concerns the issue of language 
translation when using a survey instrument in a different culture.  It was found in particular 
with the Norwegian sample that some cultural adjustment in terms of translation was required 
to ensure the correct meaning was being conveyed by the item descriptors.  Also, the study 
revealed that for future research the original 23 scale item survey instrument requires further 
refinement for several item descriptors to reduce overlapping items and ensure more focused 
responses.  Suggestions for future research and limitations of the study are discussed.          
To conclude, the empirical results of this paper are highly relevant to knowledge management 
in police organizations and law enforcement-security agencies around the world for criminal 
and terrorist activities continue to become increasingly cunning and sophisticated in avoiding 
detection and prosecution. Hence, it is of pressing importance that police/law enforcement-
security investigators are even more cognitively sophisticated in how they think in order to 
identify, track and destroy such criminal and terrorist networks.   
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